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The study was conducted to understand the implementation quality of the Secondary 1 
Program of Tier 1 Program of the Project P.A.T.H.S. in the first year of the Full 
Implementation Phase. Classroom observations of 137 units in 85 schools were conducted 
under the Co-Walker Scheme. Results showed that the overall level of program adherence was 
generally high with an average of 86.57%. Thirteen aspects concerning program delivery were 
significantly correlated. Multiple regression analyses revealed that (i) overall implementation 
quality was significantly predicted by interactive delivery method, use of positive and 
supportive feedback, opportunity for reflection, degree of achievement of the objectives, and 
lesson preparation, whereas (ii) success of implementation was significantly predicted by 
student interest, interactive delivery method, use of positive and supportive feedback, 
opportunity for reflection, and degree of achievement of the objectives. In general, the present 
study suggests that the implementation quality of the Project P.A.T.H.S. is good. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
To promote holistic development among adolescents in Hong Kong, The Hong Kong Jockey 
Club Charities Trust approved HK400 million to launch a project entitled “P.A.T.H.S. to 
Adulthood: A Jockey Club Youth Enhancement Scheme”. Project P.A.T.H.S. (Positive 
Adolescent Training through Holistic Social Programmes) is a two-tier program, of which the 
Tier 1 Program is a universal positive youth development program involving the participation 
of Secondary 1 to 3 students, while the Tier 2 Program is a selective program designed for 
students with greater psychosocial needs.  
There are three main components in the Project P.A.T.H.S.: curriculum development, 
training and evaluation. First, the Research Team has developed a set of program manuals 
based on fifteen positive youth development constructs proposed by Catalano and his 
colleagues [1], as well as adolescent development needs, Chinese cultural values and local 
youth issues [2,3]. The manuals are used by school teachers and social workers to implement 
the 20-hour Tier 1 Program to students at each grade. Second, a 3-day training workshop is 
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provided to school teachers and social workers to familiarize themselves with the program 
design and philosophy and to reflect on their beliefs about positive youth development prior to 
program implementation [4]. Third, several evaluation strategies have been adopted to assess 
program effectiveness, including qualitative evaluation such as focus groups [5,6], students’ 
weekly diary analysis [7] and case studies [8,9], longitudinal objective outcome evaluation 
[10,11], subjective outcome evaluation assessing students’ and instructors’ perceptions of 
program [12-16], as well as process evaluation including observation [17,18] and interim 
evaluation [19,20]. All these findings consistently demonstrated that the Tier 1 Program could 
enhance students’ psychosocial development and was well-received by the instructors and 
students. 
In addition, the Research Team of the Project P.A.T.H.S. has introduced a Co-Walker 
Scheme since 2006-07 school year to cultivate a supportive atmosphere between frontline 
workers and the Research Team, without any monitoring and evaluating purposes. Each 
participating school is assigned with a co-walker, who is a colleague of the project, acting as 
the resource person and communication bridge. The co-walkers would visit schools, observe 
program delivery in the classroom, and give necessary support and advice to instructors, in 
order to ensure program delivery in each school is acceptable. At the same time, the instructors 
are encouraged to share their experiences on program implementation, and make suggestions 
and recommendations for modifying the program. In short, a supportive partnership is built 
between the program implementers and the Research Team during program implementation. 
To evaluate such a well-designed program, the importance of conducting process 
evaluation to move beyond the investigation on “does the program work?” to “how does the 
program work?” is advocated [21-25]. According to Scheirer [26], “process evaluation is the 
use of empirical data to assess the delivery of programs…. Process evaluation verifies what the 
program is, and whether or not it is delivered as intended to the targeted recipients and in the 
intended dosage.” (p. 40). Moreover, process evaluation allows investigation of the context 
where the program is being carried out, adequacy of program content and design, and quality 
of delivery [21-25]. All these not only help explaining program outcomes, but also help 
identifying factors leading to successful program implementation and thus suggesting ways to 
improve and sustain the program. Therefore, it is worthwhile to conduct process evaluation to 
examine the significant process variables relating to program success.  
Among various potential process variables that influence program implementation, 
Fagan and Mihalic [27] stated that program adherence and fidelity are the key variables of 
quality implementation. Moreover, having high students’ interest and involvement as well as 
well-trained instructors with good quality were found to be the key ingredients of an effective 
program [28-30]. In addition, instructors who are familiar with their students, accept their 
students and believe in their potentials [31], and who are well-prepared and familiarized 
themselves with the teaching materials [28] were found to contribute to favorable program 
outcomes. More importantly, using multiple instructional strategies to deliver the program 
(e.g., proactive classroom management, cooperative learning methods, strategies to enhance 
student motivation) was found to be a significant facilitating factor leading to program success 
[21]. In contrast, if instructors are unable to adopt participatory teaching methods (e.g., drama, 
role-play and group discussion) or do not have innovative instructional skills to implement the 
program in classroom, it will adversely affect the program implementation quality [23,24]. All 
these findings highlight the necessity to examine program adherence, students’ participation, 
instructors’ quality, classroom management and delivery skills, as process variables relating to 
the overall program implementation quality and success. 
To assess these program variables, systematic classroom observation is considered to act 
as a vital means [32,33]. In Project P.A.T.H.S., process evaluation based on systematic 
classroom observation was carried out which showed that program adherence was high (about 
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80-85%) and the program was generally implemented successfully in the observed schools 
[17,18]. However, the available process evaluation studies in the project were based on a 
relatively small proportion of schools (about 6-8% of the participating schools) randomly 
selected from the participating schools. Because about 41% of the participating schools 
implementing the Secondary 1 Program were observed by co-walkers in the first year of the 
Full Implementation Phase in 2006-07 school year, evaluation based on such a larger sample 
size allows higher generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the data collected in the 
Co-Walker Scheme provide a detailed description of selected features of activities and 
interactions in classroom, though they are mainly used for administrative purpose. To fully 
utilize these data, the present study attempted to examine (i) the quality of program 
implementation, particularly program adherence in accordance with the program manuals, (ii) 
the relationships among different aspects of program delivery, and (iii) the predictors of overall 
implementation quality and implementation success. Based on literature review and the 
findings obtained in Secondary 2 Program [34] and Secondary 3 Program [35], it was 
hypothesized that higher student interest and participation, better lesson preparation, better 
classroom and time management, and better program delivery strategies would be related to 
higher implementation quality and success.  
 
METHODS 
 
Participants  
 
Among the 207 schools that joined the Secondary 1 Program of the Project P.A.T.H.S. in the 
first year of the Full Implementation Phase in 2006-07 school year, there were 112 schools 
adopted the full program (i.e., 20-h program involving 40 units) and 95 schools adopted the 
core program (i.e., 10-h program involving 20 units). Among these schools, 85 schools (55 that 
adopted the full program and 30 that adopted the core program) were observed under the 
Co-Walker Scheme (Table 1). There were 112 schools not observed due to school rejection and 
time limitation. In short, about 41% of the participating schools were observed in the present 
study. 
 
Instrument 
 
A rating form was designed for each observer to record how each teaching unit was 
implemented in classroom. It includes four major areas, including basic information of the 
class, integration with the school formal curriculum, program fidelity and adherence, and 
quality of program delivery. For program fidelity and adherence, the observers were required 
to rate the degree of adherence and record the time used to implement the unit. The Curriculum 
Delivery Assessment Scale was used to measure the quality of program delivery in the areas of 
student interest, student participation and involvement, classroom control, use of interactive 
delivery method, use of strategies to enhance student motivation, use of positive and 
supportive feedback, instructors’ familiarity with the students, opportunity for reflection, 
degree of achievement of the objectives, time management, quality of preparation, overall 
implementation quality, and success of implementation. The rating form also includes three 
open questions for the observers to fill in further information. These included their feelings 
towards the lesson, other feelings or observations, and comments made by the instructors.  
 
Procedures 
 
School consent was obtained prior to the study, which was carried out from December 2006 to 
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May 2007. Each teaching unit was observed by one observer. The observers were six 
colleagues of the Project, including five registered social workers and one post-doctoral fellow. 
Before conducting the observational study, the observers were trained to standardize the data 
collection procedure and rating of classroom observation, so as to ensure the quality and 
consistency of the data collected.  
 
RESULTS 
 
As shown in Table 1, systematic observation of one to two teaching units in schools adopting 
the core program and one to four teaching units in schools adopting the full program was 
conducted. There were 137 units under observation, which covered 14 positive youth 
development constructs, including bonding, social competence, emotional competence, 
cognitive competence, behavioral competence, moral competence, self-efficacy, prosocial 
norms, resilience, self-determination, spirituality, clear and positive identity, beliefs in the 
future, and prosocial involvement. The average duration of observation was 37.41 minutes per 
unit. The average number of students and instructors per class were 36.71 and 2.15, 
respectively. 
As shown in Table 2, a majority of the observed units was incorporated into school formal 
curriculum (70.8%), such as Life Education, Civic Education, Liberal Studies, Integrated 
Humanities, Moral Education, Social Studies, Personal Growth, and Religious Studies. About 
one-fourth of observed units were implemented outside formal curriculum (24.1%), such as 
after school hours, and during holidays, teachers' periods, post-examination days, assemblies 
or camps.  
Reliability analysis showed that the Curriculum Delivery Assessment Scale was highly 
reliable (α= .96; mean inter-item correlations = .66; Table 3). To obtain an overall picture, the 
ratings for each item across all units were averaged. Results in Table 3 revealed that the mean 
rating of overall implementation quality was high (5.60 on a 7-point rating scale), and the 
implementation of the program was also considered as successful (5.66 on a 7-point rating 
scale). An examination of different curriculum delivery aspects showed that the mean ratings 
were generally high (over 5 on a 7-point rating scale), particularly on lesson preparation (over 
6 on a 7-point rating scale).  
In addition, the average overall adherence to the curriculum manuals was 86.57% (ranged 
from 20% to 100%) which was quite remarkable (Table 3). For the observed units, where 
modifications had been made, the observers generally regarded the changes to be reasonable. 
However, the degree of adherence of an observed unit was rated to be very low (i.e., 20%). An 
examination of the observer’s written comments showed that there was great modification on 
the program design, teaching materials and instructional format in that lesson, which deviated 
from the original lesson plan.  
 
“Although the teacher prepared a lot of audio-visual teaching materials, there was too 
much information that made it hard for the students to grasp the main points. The teacher 
made great modifications and thus the original design and learning targets were lost. The 
lesson duration was long, but there was no small group discussion for students. Students’ 
involvement was very low, and the teaching was one-way. The lesson was overloaded 
with lots of information.”  
 
In Table 4, results of Pearson correlation analyses showed that all 13 items including 
student interest, student participation and involvement, classroom control, interactive delivery 
method, strategies to enhance student motivation, use of positive and supportive feedback, 
instructors’ familiarity with the students, opportunity for reflection, degree of achievement of 
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the objectives, time management, lesson preparation, overall implementation quality, and 
perceived successfulness of program implementation were positively correlated. Particularly, 
the overall implementation quality (item 12) and success of implementation were highly 
correlated (r = .94, p < 0.01). Moreover, both were significantly and positively correlated with 
all the other items, and had relatively high correlations with interactive delivery method (item 
4, r = .81 and r = .82, p < 0.01), use of positive and supportive feedback (item 6, r = .80 and r 
= .81, p < 0.01), and degree of achievement of the objectives (item 9, r = .84 and r = .82, p < 
0.01). 
Based on these findings, separate multiple regression analyses were performed to 
examine the contribution of the 11 aspects of program delivery to (i) overall implementation 
quality and (ii) success of implementation. Results in Table 5 showed that the overall 
implementation quality was significantly predicted by interactive delivery method (β = 0.16, p 
< 0.05), use of positive and supportive feedback (β = 0.19, p < 0.01), opportunity for reflection 
(β = 0.16, p < 0.01), degree of achievement of the objectives (β = 0.26, p < 0.01) and lesson 
preparation (β = 0.14, p < 0.01). The model explained for 86% of the variance in overall 
implementation quality [F (11, 134) = 69.41, p < 0.01]. Similarly, success of implementation 
was significantly predicted by student interest (β = 0.16, p < 0.05), interactive delivery method 
(β = 0.22, p < 0.01), use of positive and supportive feedback (β = 0.22, p < 0.01), opportunity 
for reflection (β = 0.17, p < 0.01), and degree of achievement of the objectives (β = 0.21, p < 
0.01). The model explained for 86% of the variance in implementation success [F (11, 134) = 
69.77, p < 0.01]. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The purposes of the present study were three-folded – (i) to examine the quality of program 
implementation, particularly program adherence in accordance with the program manuals, (ii) 
to investigate the relationships among different aspects of program delivery, and (iii) to explore 
the predictors of overall implementation quality and implementation success. Several 
prominent observations could be highlighted from the findings. First, the present study showed 
that the overall degree of adherence to the program manuals assessed by the co-walkers was 
high (86.6%). The result was generally consistent with that assessed by independent observers 
in the process evaluation (86.3%) [18] and that reported by instructors in subjective outcome 
evaluation (87.1%) [36]. In short, the findings once again support the view that the need for 
modifying the teaching units of the Tier 1 Program was not high. Because the program was 
systematically designed according to theoretical concepts and research findings [1] and 
addressed various adolescent developmental needs and issues [2,3], drastic modification 
would adversely affect the intended learning outcomes. Moreover, as adequate teaching 
materials were designed for each unit, which had been trial-taught in schools to assure the 
quality and practicability of the program across different school contexts and adolescent 
populations, the present findings reinforce the argument that the program can be easily adopted 
without much adaptation.  
Secondly, as school policy governing program integration into formal curriculum was 
found to be a vital process variable facilitating program implementation [8], the present 
findings suggest that it is feasible to incorporate this positive youth development program into 
school formal subjects, such as Life Education, Civic Education, Liberal Studies, Integrated 
Humanities, Moral Education, Social Studies, and Religious Studies, which are related to 
students’ psychosocial and spiritual development. By integrating positive youth development 
programs into school formal curriculum, the status of implementing youth programs in schools 
can be solidified, and both the instructors’ motivation in program delivery and students’ 
participation can be raised.  
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Thirdly, in line with the results obtained in process evaluation [17,18], different aspects of 
the program delivery were perceived to be very positive. These aspects include (a) students’ 
interest and involvement (items 1 and 2), (b) instructors’ effort, classroom management skills 
and teaching strategies (items 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 11), (c) instructors’ relationship with the 
students (item 7). Also, the co-walkers perceived that the objectives of the units implemented 
could be achieved (item 9), and the implementation was good and successful (items 12 and 13). 
Generally, the present findings indicated that the Secondary 1 students enjoyed the program, 
and the instructors could deliver the program as intended with adequate instructional strategies. 
Among all, lesson preparation (item 11) was rated the highest, which indicated that the 
instructors were responsible and well-prepared for the program delivery. Since the Project 
P.A.T.H.S. was a pioneering positive youth development program adopted by the schools, 
instructors might need to pay double effort to become accustomed to this new program in the 
first year of the Full Implementation Phase. Although some instructors indicated that 
additional preparation work increased their workload [19,20], they still regarded the 
implementation of such positive youth development program as meaningful and beneficial to 
students [8]. Therefore, instructors’ effort in program delivery should deserve appreciation and 
recognition. 
Fourthly, different aspects of program delivery were significantly correlated, as 
hypothesized. Multiple regression analyses revealed that both overall implementation quality 
and success of implementation were significantly predicted by interactive delivery method, use 
of positive and supportive feedback, opportunities for reflection and the degree of achievement 
of the objectives. These findings revealed that “instructor” is the most critical “people” factor 
because how they deliver the program would greatly influence the implementation quality and 
program success. Particularly, instructors who are able to deliver the program in an interactive 
manner and provide positive and supportive feedback can engage students’ participation and 
stimulate students’ learning [37]. Moreover, as reflection is an indispensable component in 
experiential learning, instructors who can create rooms for students to reflect on what had 
learnt and how could apply to daily life can enhance students’ personal growth. All these are 
invaluable process variables contributing to better implementation quality and program 
success, and thus reaching the ultimate goal of enhancing adolescents’ holistic development.  
Furthermore, echoing the importance of guaranteeing program adherence, this study also 
showed that the program would be perceived as good and successful when the program 
objectives could be highly achieved. Although some modifications in delivery methods during 
program implementation are allowed to cater to students with different learning needs, it is 
necessary to ensure the intended messages and skills were transmitted to the students. 
Otherwise, too much deviation from the original lesson plans and learning targets would spoil 
delivery quality and inhibit program success, as elaborated in the co-walker’s written 
comments.  
In addition, lesson preparation was found to significantly predict the overall 
implementation quality. Consistent with previous findings [34,35], instructors’ effort in 
preparing the lesson well was found to increase the overall program implementation quality. It 
might be particularly true when the program is in the initial implementation phase, where 
instructors have to prepare lessons, as well as themselves, well enough to guarantee smooth 
program delivery.  
Besides, student interest was found to significantly contribute to program success. Similar 
to previous findings [28,31], the present study demonstrated that “student” is another 
important “people” factor facilitating program success. Particularly, when students like to 
attend the program and enjoy the games, role plays and group discussions, it will help creating 
a happy learning environment that enabling implementation success.  
In sum, the present process evaluation study identifies six important inter-related factors 
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that may explain the perceived successfulness of the program with good implementation 
quality. The first factor refers to program adherence and achievement of program objectives. 
The other four factors relates to instructors’ program delivery skills and preparation, i.e., to 
carry out the program in an interactive manner, to give positive feedback and support to 
students, to create space for students’ reflection, and to well-prepare for the lessons. The last 
factor is student interest in attending the lessons. By identifying these successful factors in 
program delivery, it sheds light on how further effort could be made to improve the program 
implementation quality, for instance, reminding instructors on the importance of program 
fidelity via the Co-Walker Scheme, and equipping instructors with the above mentioned skills 
in instructor training workshops.  
Although large sample size (41% of the participating schools) serves as the strength of the 
present study, there were several limitations which should not be overlooked. First, the sample 
was not randomly selected, and thus the findings might not be truly representative of the 
schools participating in the project. Second, it may be criticized that the observation findings 
might be rather subjective because each lesson was observed by one observer only. However, 
this criticism can be partially dismissed as the observers had been trained. Third, some 
variables affecting the implementation might be missed out in the classroom observation. For 
instance, the personality of teachers may affect the implementation but this variable cannot be 
observed in the classroom. Fourth, in this cross-sectional study, no casual relationship could be 
shown. Further observation could be conducted in each school across different time points so 
as to collect longitudinal data for testing the predictive contributions of program fidelity and 
curriculum delivery to program success. Despite the above limitations, the present findings are 
encouraging, and suggest that the Tier 1 Program of the Project P.A.T.H.S. (Secondary 1 
Program) was implemented successfully in the first year of the Full Implementation Phase.    
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
The preparation for this paper and the Project P.A.T.H.S. were financially supported by The 
Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust.   
 
REFERENCES 
 
1. Catalano, R.F., Berglund, M.L., Ryan, J.A.M., Lonczak, H.S., Hawkins, J.D. (2002) 
Positive Youth Development in the United States: Research Findings on Evaluations of 
Positive Youth Development Programs. Available from 
http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/PositiveYouthDev99/ 
2. Shek, D.T.L. and Ma, H.K. (2006) Design of a positive youth development program in 
Hong Kong. Int. J. Adolesc. Med. Health 18(3), 315-327. 
3. Ma, H.K. and Sun, R.C.F. (2006) Development of a positive youth development program 
in Hong Kong: overview of the proposed curriculum for the junior secondary school years. 
Int. J. Adolesc. Med. Health 18(3), 417-431. 
4. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (in press) Development, implementation and evaluation of a 
holistic positive youth development program: Project P.A.T.H.S. in Hong Kong. Int. J. 
Disability Human Dev.  
5. Shek, D.T.L., Lee, T.Y., Siu, A., and Lam, C.M. (2006) Qualitative evaluation of the 
Project P.A.T.H.S. based on the perceptions of the program participants. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 6, 2254-2263. 
6. Shek, D.T.L. and Lee, T.Y. (2008) Qualitative evaluation of the Project P.A.T.H.S.: 
findings based on focus groups with student participants. Int. J. Adolesc. Med. Health 
20(4), 449-462. 
 8 
7. Shek, D.T.L., Sun, R.C.F., Lam, C.M., Lung, D.W.M., and Lo, S.C. (2008) Evaluation of 
Project P.A.T.H.S. in Hong Kong: utilization of student weekly diary. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 13-21. 
8. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2008) Implementation of a positive youth development 
program in a Chinese context: the role of policy, program, people, process, and place. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 960-996. 
9. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2008) Implementation quality of a positive youth 
development program: cross-case analyses based on seven cases in Hong Kong. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 1075-1087. 
10. Shek, D.T.L. (2009). Effectiveness of the Tier 1 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S.: findings 
based on the first 2 years of program implementation. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 9, 
539-547. 
11. Shek, D.T.L., Siu, A.M.H., Lee, T.Y., Cheung, C.K., and Chung, R. (2008) Effectiveness of 
the Tier 1 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S.: objective outcome evaluation based on a 
randomized group trial. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 4-12.  
12. Shek, D.T.L. and Ma, H.K. (2007) Subjective outcome evaluation of the Project P.A.T.H.S.: 
findings based on the program participants. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 7, 47-55. 
13. Shek, D.T.L., Siu, A.M.H., and Lee, T.Y. (2007) Subjective outcome evaluation of the 
Project P.A.T.H.S.: findings based on the perspective of the program implementers. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 7, 195-203. 
14. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2007) Subjective outcome evaluation of the Project 
P.A.T.H.S.: qualitative findings based on the experiences of program implementers. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 7, 1024-1035. 
15. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2007) Subjective outcome evaluation of the Project 
P.A.T.H.S.: qualitative findings based on the experiences of program participants. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 7, 686-697. 
16. Shek, D.T.L. (2008) Evaluation of the Tier 1 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S.: secondary data 
analyses of conclusions drawn by the program implementers. 
TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 22-34. 
17. Shek, D.T.L., Ma, H.K., Lui, J.H.Y., and Lung, D.W.M. (2006) Process evaluation of the 
Tier 1 Program of the Project P.A.T.H.S. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 1, 300-309. 
18. Shek, D.T.L., Ma, H.K., Sun, R.C.F., and Lung, D.W.M. (2008) Process evaluation of the 
Tier 1 Program (Secondary 1 Curriculum) of the Project P.A.T.H.S.: findings based on the 
Full Implementation Phase. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 35-46. 
19. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2006) Implementation of the Tier 1 Program of the Project 
P.A.T.H.S.: interim evaluation findings. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 1, 310-320. 
20. Shek, D.T.L., Ma, H.K., and Sun, R.C.F. (2008) Interim evaluation of the Tier 1 Program 
(Secondary 1 Curriculum) of the Project P.A.T.H.S.: first year of the Full Implementation 
Phase. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL 8, 47-60. 
21. Harachi, T.W., Abbott, R.D., Catalano, R.F., Haggerty, K.P., and Fleming, C.B. (1999) 
Opening the black box: using process evaluation measures to assess implementation and 
theory building. Am. J. Community Psychol. 27, 711-731. 
22. Bouffard, J.A. and Smith, S. (2005) Programmatic, counselor, and client-level comparison 
of rural versus urban drug court treatment. Subst. Use Misuse 40, 321-342. 
23. Power, R., Langhaug, L.F., Nyamurera, T., Wilson, D., Bassett, M.T., and Cowan, F.M. 
(2004) Developing complex interventions for rigorous evaluation – a case study from rural 
Zimbabwe. Health Educ. Res. 19(5), 570-575. 
24. Plummer, M.L., Wight, D., Obasi, A.I.N., Wamoyi, J., Mshana, G., Todd, J., Mazige, B.C., 
Makokha, M., Hayes, R.J., and Ross, D.A. (2007) A process evaluation of a school-based 
adolescent sexual health intervention in rural Tanzania: the MEMA kwa Vijana programme. 
 9 
Health Educ. Res. 22(4), 500-512. 
25. Plummer, M.L., Wight, D., Wamoyi, J., Nyalali, K., Ingall, T., Mshana, G., Shigongo, Z.S., 
Obasi, A.I.N., and Ross, D.A. (2007) Are schools a good setting for adolescent sexual 
health promotion in rural Africa? A qualitative assessment from Tanzania. Health Educ. 
Res. 22(4), 483-499. 
26. Scheirer, M.A. (1994) Designing and using process evaluation. In Handbook of Practical 
Program Evaluation. Wholey, J.S., Hatry, H.P., and Newcomer, K.E., Eds. Jossey-Bass, 
San Francisco. pp. 40-68. 
27. Fagan, A.A. and Mihalic, S. (2003) Strategies for enhancing the adoption of school-based 
prevention programs: lessons learned from the blueprints for violence prevention 
replications of the life skills training program. J. Com. Psychol. 31(3), 235-253. 
28. Spencer, M.S., Brown, M., Griffin, S., and Abdullah, S. (2008) Outcome evaluation of the 
intergroup project. Small Gr. Res. 39(1), 82-103. 
29. Nation, M., Crusto, C., Wandersman, A., Kumpfer, K.L., Seybolt, D., Morrissey-Kane, E., 
and Davino, K. (2003) What works in prevention: principles of effective prevention 
programs. Am. Psychol. 58, 449-456. 
30. Weissberg, R.P. (2000) Improving the lives of millions of school children. Am. Psychol. 55, 
1360-1373. 
31. Halpern, R., Barker, G., and Mollard, W. (2000) Youth programs as alternative spaces to be: 
a study of neighborhood youth programs in Chicago’s west town. Youth Soc. 31(4), 
469-506. 
32. Croll, P. (1986) Systematic Classroom Observation. The Falmer Press, London. 
33. Fluhr, J.D., Oman, R.F., Allen, J.R., Lanphier, M.G., and McLeroy, K.R. (2004) A 
collaborative approach to program evaluation of community-based teen pregnancy 
prevention projects. Health Promot. Pract. 5(2), 127-137. 
34. Shek, D.T.L. and Tam, S.Y. (In press). Process evaluation of the Project P.A.T.H.S. 
(Secondary 2 Program): findings based on the co-walker scheme. Adolescence. 
35. Shek, D.T.L., Sun, R.C.F., and Tang, C.Y.P. (Paper submitted). Experimental 
implementation of the Secondary 3 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S.: observations based on 
the co-walker scheme. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL. 
36. Shek, D.T.L. and Sun, R.C.F. (2008) Evaluation of Project P.A.T.H.S. (Secondary 1 
Program) by the program participants: findings based on the Full Implementation Phase. 
Adolescence 43(172), 807-822. 
37. Ennett, S.T., Ringwalt, C.L., Thorne, J., Rohrbach, L.A., Vincus, A., Simons-Rudolph, A., 
and Jones, S. (2003) A comparison of current practice in school-based substance use 
prevention programs with meta-analysis findings. Prev Sci 4(1), 1-14. 
 
 
 
 10 
TABLE 1 
Basic Information of Observed Schools 
 
Basic Information 
Hours of training 
 10-hour 20-hour Total 
1. Total number of schools observed  30 55 85 
2. Total number of units observed  44 93 137 
3. Number of units observed per school  1 to 2 1 to 4 1 to 4 
4. Average number of students per class  37.14 36.50 36.71 
5. Average number of instructors per class  2.3 2.08 2.15 
6. Average duration of observation (minutes)  37.16 37.53 37.41 
Note.  
The observed units of Secondary 1 Program covered 14 positive youth development 
constructs, i.e., bonding, social competence, emotional competence, cognitive 
competence, behavioral competence, moral competence, self-efficacy, prosocial 
norms, resilience, self-determination, spirituality, clear and positive identity, beliefs 
in the future, and prosocial involvement. 
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TABLE 2 
The Percentage of Observed Tier 1 Program Units Implemented in Different 
Modes for Schools Adopting 10 Hours and 20 Hours of Implementation 
 
 
Different Mode 
Hours of Implementation 
10-hour 20-hour Total 
Incorporated into the 
formal curriculum 
35 
(79.5%) 
62 
(66.7%) 
97 
(70.8%) 
Outside formal 
curriculum 
9 
(20.5%) 
24 
(25.8%) 
33 
(24.1%) 
Incorporated into 
formal curriculum and 
outside formal 
curriculum 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(6.5%) 
6 
(4.4%) 
Incorporated into 
formal curriculum and 
other time slots 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(1.1%) 
1 
(0.7%) 
Total 
44 
(100%) 
93 
(100%) 
137 
(100%) 
Note.  
1. Formal curriculum included Life Education, Civic Education, 
Liberal Studies, Integrated Humanities, Moral Education, 
Social Studies, Personal Growth, and Religious Studies 
2. Outside formal curriculum refers to the implementation  
after school, during holidays, teachers' periods, post-exam  
days, assembly or camps.  
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TABLE 3 
Cronbach Alpha Coefficients, Means and Standard Deviations of the  
Curriculum Delivery Assessment Scale, and Average Adherence Rate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quality of 
Curriculum 
Delivery 
Corrected 
Item-total 
Correlation 
Total 
Alpha if 
Item is 
Deleted 
 
Mean 
Standard  
Deviation 
1. Student interest  
0.84 
 
0.96 5.52 1.13 
2. Students 
participation and 
involvement 
 
0.84 
 
0.96 5.61 1.15 
3. Classroom 
control 
 
0.81 
 
0.96 5.69 1.19 
4. Interactive 
delivery method 
 
0.84 
 
0.96 5.50 1.11 
5. Strategies to 
enhance student 
motivation 
 
0.76 
 
0.96 5.40 1.09 
6. Use of positive 
and supportive 
feedback 
 
0.85 
 
0.96 5.54 1.09 
7. Instructors’ 
familiarity with 
the students 
 
0.59 
 
0.96 5.55 1.34 
8. Opportunity for 
reflection 
 
0.79 
 
0.96 5.12 1.08 
9. Degree of 
achievement of 
the objectives 
 
0.85 
 
0.96 5.67 0.98 
10. Time 
management 
 
0.71 
 
0.96 5.70 0.97 
11. Lesson 
preparation 
 
0.64 
 
0.96 6.03 1.00 
12. Overall 
implementation 
quality 
 
0.92 
 
0.96 5.60 1.12 
13. Success of 
implementation 
 
0.92 
 
0.96 5.66 1.08 
 Cronbach's Alpha = 0.96 Average Adherence = 86.57% 
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TABLE 4 
Inter-correlations among Items of the Curriculum Delivery Assessment 
 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Student interest 
1.00             
2. Student participation 
and involvement 0.85** 1.00            
3. Classroom control 
0.79** 0.77** 1.00           
4. Interactive delivery  
method 0.71** 0.78** 0.67** 1.00          
5. Strategies to enhance 
student motivation 0.69** 0.71** 0.63** 0.72** 1.00         
6. Use of positive and 
supportive feedback 0.72** 0.71** 0.78* 0.69** 0.71** 1.00        
7. Instructors’ 
familiarity with the 
students 
0.49** 0.45** 0.45** 0.58** 0.46** 0.61** 1.00       
8. Opportunity for 
reflection 0.67** 0.71** 0.68** 0.73** 0.63** 0.64** 0.50** 1.00      
9. Degree of 
achievement of the 
objectives 
0.72** 0.68** 0.68** 0.72** 0.60** 0.72** 0.57** 0.72** 1.00     
10. Time management 
0.60** 0.55** 0.58** 0.56** 0.55** 0.64** 0.46** 0.64** 0.72** 1.00    
11. Lesson preparation 
0.51** 0.50** 0.49** 0.55** 0.48** 0.59** 0.39** 0.47** 0.66** 0.55** 1.00   
12. Overall 
implementation 
quality 
0.78** 0.79** 0.76** 0.81** 0.70** 0.80** 0.57** 0.77** 0.84** 0.64** 0.67** 1.00  
13. Success of 
implementation 0.80** 0.80** 0.79** 0.82** 0.71** 0.81** 0.56** 0.79** 0.82** 0.66** 0.59** 0.94** 1.00 
Note. **p < 0.05, *p < 0.01 
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TABLE 5 
Summary of the Multiple Regression Analyses 
 
Overall Implementation Quality 
 
Success of Implementation 
Significant Predictors 
 
Standardized β Significant Predictors Standardized β 
(i) Interactive delivery 
method 
 
0.16* (i) Student interest  
 
0.16* 
(ii) Use of positive and 
supportive feedback 
 
0.19** (ii) Interactive delivery 
method 
 
0.22** 
(iii) Opportunity for 
reflection 
 
0.16** (iii) Use of positive and 
supportive 
feedback 
 
0.22** 
(iv) Degree of 
achievement of the 
objectives 
 
0.26** (iv) Opportunity for 
reflection 
 
0.17** 
(v) Lesson preparation 
 
0.14** (v) Degree of 
achievement of the 
objectives 
 
0.21** 
 R2 = 0.86 
 
 R2 = 0.86 
 
F (11, 134) = 69.41** 
 
F (11, 134) = 69.77** 
Note. **p <0.01, *p < 0.05  
 
 
 
